Abstract:
Introduction
all schemes (540 schemes out of 901 schemes identified). The second most prevalent 69 characteristic on labels was organic certification (234 schemes), followed by ones). However, several empirical studies have also analyzed preferences for these two 102 labeling scheme they are using or intent to use.
116
The aim of this paper was to determine which of different labeling schemes are most 117 relevant for consumers; in other words, to measure the importance consumers attach to 118 different labeling schemes available in the food market. In particular, we assessed 119 consumer preferences for the most prevalent food labeling schemes in the food market, 120 previously determined to be relevant to consumers in empirical studies.
121
Apart from the previously described food labeling schemes regulated by the EU, the 4 Indicating the kilometers that the food product travel from the production to the consumption area 5 Informing that the food product is locally produced and directly sold by the farmer 6 Indicating the CO2 emissions in the production and commercialization of the food product 7 Claiming that the animals have been raise, transport and slaughter following improved animal welfare standards than minimum required by the EU regulation be heterogeneous, the source of this heterogeneity was also investigated. used to estimate choice models and account for heterogeneity (Train, 2003) . This 147 approach was used in this study.
148
Data from this study comes from a survey administrated in a mid-sized town in In the direct ranking, respondents are asked to rank the alternatives from the most to 
213
Under the assumptions of a standard logit, the probability of individual n ranking J 
238
In our application, the consumer's utility (V nj ) is a function of the characteristics 239 ranked by respondents and the estimated parameters are assumed to be random 240 following a normal distribution. the frequency of buying food and whether they follow a food diet were also questioned.
274
Prior to the final administration of the questionnaire, it was validated using 20 275 consumers for understanding and interview length. We were aware of whether the 276 respondent knew of the different labeling schemes, so respondents were informed about 277 the main characteristics of the labeling schemes.
278
To measure label use, respondents were asked two questions, to determine if 279 they pay attention and read labels when shopping (Table 1) . To know consumers 280 attitudes (beliefs) towards the labels on food products, the items of the scale used by food label information (see Table 1 for the definition of the statements). Table 1 for the 287 definition of the statements).
288
Respondents were also asked about their frequency of food shopping, from 289 always to hardly ever and whether they or other people in the household followed a 290 special food diet (Table 1) .
291
INSERT Table 3 shows the percentage of respondents that ranked the different labeling 306 schemes as first, second, third, fourth and fifth, together with the mean of the ranks.
307
Because we asked participants to order from most preferred to least preferred, a lower 308 value of the mean indicates the highest preference for this labeling scheme.
309
The results from the probability of ranks first shows that the most preferred more recently introduced in some EU countries, the food miles and carbon footprint 318 labels were the least preferred.
319
As mentioned above, we expected that the consumer preferences for food 320 labeling schemes would be heterogeneous. However, this heterogeneity was not 321 observed in the aggregate results in Table 3 . Then, we estimated a ranked-order mixed final specification of the model to avoid multicolinearity). than the other two segments.
326

377
The "organic lovers" and the "nutritional information lovers" segments consisted
378
of a higher percentage of younger women who had completed university studies and 379 had a lower income level than cluster 1. Fewer of them stated that they read labels when 380 shopping and they considered labels to greater extent to be a way of preventing fraud 381 and guaranteeing quality and safety than consumers in cluster 1. However, they believed 382 to lesser extent that food labels provide useful information but to a greater extent that 383 there is too much information and it is not easy to understand. According to food-related 384 lifestyles, they usually decide what to buy in the shop and they check prices to a lesser 385 extent than consumers in cluster 1. However, they usually take more time in the kitchen.
386
Cluster 2 and cluster 3 differed in terms of their environmental and ethical beliefs. Both 387 clusters were more concerned with animal welfare and the environmental aspects of 388 producing and packaging the food products than consumers in cluster 1, but consumers 389 in cluster 3 were more concerned than consumers in cluster 2. 
Conclusions and discussion
393
In the EU, a great number of food labeling schemes exist (901) with the highest established control requirements, consumers will prefer products carrying these labels.
411
In fact, the labeling schemes not already regulated at the EU level, perhaps also because Moreover, from our results, we can suggest that food companies should be 426 willing to differentiate their products by using one of the regulated labeling schemes 427 because they are more valued by consumers. However, and this is not our objective, information. Thus, although food labels provide more confidence in the food product,
450
they believed that the label provides too much information as is not easy to understand.
451
The results of this study also show that the new obligation to use a nutritional 452 fact panel on food products is not only a desired tool for the public administration but is 453 also demanded by consumers because this nutritional labeling was one of the most 454 preferred schemes. 
